0' * Kinds of Giftedness According to the Theory ofSuccessful Intelligence According to this theory, therefore, an individual is successfully intelligent by virtue of developing the skills needed to achieve success as she or he defines it. People who are gifted are those who are particularly well able to achieve such success. They do so by combining analytical, creative, and practical abilities. People may be gifted with respect to any one of these abilities or with respect to the way they balance the abilities in order to succeed.
People who are analytically gifted are particularly well able to analyze, judge, critique, compare and contrast, evaluate, and explain. They typically do well in school and on standardized tests. Tests of IQ measure largely analytical abilities, as well as memory abilities. These people have the kind of intelligence that is most likely to lead them to be labeled as gifted in school. The fact that they are well able to learn and analyze ideas does not necessarily mean that they are well able to come up with their own ideas or to apply what they have learned in everyday life.
A person who is creatively gifted is particularly well able to create, invent, discover, explore, imagine, and suppose. Conventional tests ofintelligence do not really measure creative intelligence, nor are they intended to. Tests such as the Torrance Test (Torrance, 1974) measure creativity in somewhat restricted situations, but primarily the component of it that is related to fluency (rapid production of ideas). However, creativity is the ability to generate ideas that are novel, high in quality, and task appropriate. Therefore, to measure creativity, we typically use tasks that are somewhat different, such as writing short stories, drawing pictures, formulating advertisements, and solving novel scientific problems (Sternberg & Lubart, 1995; Sternberg & O'Hara, 2000) .
A person who is practically gifted is particularly well able to use, utilize, apply, implement, and put into practice. Such a person shows intelligence in highly contextualized situations. The person may or may not be notable for his or her formal knowledge, but often is distinguished by his or her tacit knowledge, that is, knowledge ofwhat one needs to know to succeed in an environment that usually is not directly taught and that often is not even verbalized. For example, a practically gifted individual might be aware of how his or her actions affect others and of the nonverbal signals others emit that show how they feel about things.
A person who is gifted in a balanced way may not be extremely high in analytical, creative, or practical intelligence. Rather, he or she may be particularly well able to balance the levels ofthe three abilities, knowing more precisely than most people when and how to use them.
Processes Underlying the Theory
According to the theory of successful intelligence (Sternberg, 1985 (Sternberg, , 1997a (Sternberg, , 1999b , a common set of processes underlies all aspects of intelligence. These processes are hypothesized to be universal. For example, although the solutions to problems that are considered intelligent in one culture may be different from the solutions considered to be intelligent in another culture, the need to define problems and formulate strategies to solve these problems exists in any culture.
Metacomponents, or executive processes, plan what to do, monitor things as they are being done, and evaluate things after they are done. Examples of metacomponents are recognizing the existence of a problem, defining the nature of the problem, deciding on a strategy for solving the problem, monitoring the solution of the problem, and evaluating the solution after the problem is solved. In writing a paper, students need to recognize the existence of some problem (e.g., what does it mean to be gifted?), define the problem (e.g., define giftedness in terms of some old model, new model, or combination of old and new models), decide on a strategy to present the model in the paper, and so forth.
Performance components execute the instructions of the metacomponents. For example, inference is used to decide how two stimuli are related, and application is used to apply what one has inferred (Sternberg, 1977) . Other examples of performance components are comparison of stimuli, justification ofa given response as adequate although not ideal, and actually making the response. For example, a student writing a paper might need to infer the implications of a theory of giftedness for designing assessments of achievement.
Knowledge-acquisition components are used to learn how to solve problems or simply to acquire declarative knowledge in the first place (Sternberg, 1985 Although the same processes are used for all three aspects of intelligence universally, these processes are applied to different kinds of tasks and situations depending on whether a given problem requires analytical thinking, creative thinking, practical thinking, or a combination of these kinds of thinking. Data supporting the theory cannot be presented fully here, but are summarized elsewhere (Sternberg, 1977 (Sternberg, , 1985a .
S Intelligence as Developing Expertise
Successful intelligence is viewed as a form of developing expertise (Sternberg, 1998a (Sternberg, , 1999b . In other words, it is not a fixed entity, but a flexible and dynamic one. All intelligence tests measure only an aspect-typically a limited aspect-of developing expertise. Developing expertise is defined here as the ongoing process ofthe acquisition and consolidation of a set of skills needed for a high level of mastery in one or more domains of life performance. Good performance on intelligence tests requires a certain kind ofexpertise, and, to the extent this expertise overlaps with the expertise required by schooling or by the workplace, there will be a correlation between the tests and performance in school or in the workplace. But, such correlations represent no intrinsic relation between intelligence and other kinds ofperformance. Rather, they represent overlaps in the kinds ofexpertise needed to perform well under different kinds of circumstances.
There Cognition, 1983; Serpell, 2000) . One might as well use academic performance to predict ability-test scores. The problem regarding the traditional model is not in its statement ofa correlation between ability tests and other forms of achievement, but in its proposal ofa causal relation whereby the tests reflect a construct that is somehow the cause of, rather than merely temporally antecedent to, later success. The developing-expertise view in no way rules out the contribution of genetic factors as a source of individual differences in who will be able to develop a given amount of expertise. Many human attributes, including intelligence, reflect the covariation and interaction of genetic and environmental factors. But, the contribution ofgenes to an individual's intelligence cannot be directly measured or even directly estimated. Rather, what is measured is a portion of what is expressed, namely, manifestations of developing expertise, the kind of expertise that potentially leads to reflective practitioners in a variety offields (Schon, 1983) .
The upshot of this view is that successful intelligence, and giftedness in it, is not wholly inborn (see also Callahan, 2000; Grigorenko, 2000; Sternberg & Grigorenko, 1997) . Genetic factors interact with environmental ones to produce variable levels of developing expertise. Good schools help children maximize their development of such expertise.
Overall Structure ofthe Theory ofSuccessful Intelligence
The overall structure of the theory of successful intelligence is shown in Figure 1 . The figure shows how components are applied to experience and then to real-world decisions about how to respond to environmental challenges.
Components of intelligence (metacomponents, performance components, knowledge-acquisition components) are interactive: Metacomponents activate performance components and knowledge-acquisition components, which then provide feedback to the metacomponents. When the components are applied to relatively familiar kinds of problems for which the structure is abstracted (i.e., the problem solver knows more (Sternberg, 1985 (Sternberg, , 1997a (Sternberg, , 1999a .
In one study (Sternberg, Grigorenko, Ferrari, & Clinkenbeard, 1999) Correlations between pairs of these tests depend on what scores one uses. In our study of 199 high school students (Sternberg, Grigorenko, Ferrari, & Clinkenbeard, 1999) , raw simple correlations were .47 between analytical and creative tests, .41 between analytical and practical tests, and .37 between creative and practical tests. In general, multiple-choice tests tended to correlate more highly with each other (median r= .52) than did essay tests (median r = .21). However, when we used structural-equation modeling to control for method and error variance, the correlational picture changed, with correlations for the latent abilities of-.07 between analytical and creative, .00 between analytical and practical, and .06 between creative and practical abilities.
We found that a confirmatory factor analysis on the data was supportive ofthe theory ofsuccessful intelligence, yielding separate and uncorrelated analytical, creative, and practical factors. The lack of correlation was due to the inclusion ofboth essay and multiple-choice subtests. Although multiple-choice tests tended to correlate substantially with multiple-choice tests, the correlation ofmultiple-choice tests with essay tests was much weaker; similarly, essays correlated with each other (although not as strongly as multiple-choice tests correlated with each other), suggesting the presence of substantial method variance. We found the multiple-choice analytical subtest to load most highly on the analytical factor, but the essay creative and practical subtests loaded most highly on their respective factors. Thus, ideally, measurement of creative and practical abilities probably should be accomplished with other kinds of testing instruments that complement multiple-choice instruments.
We have now developed a revised version of this test, which, in a preliminary study of 53 college students, shows outstanding internal and external validation properties. This test supplements the creative and practical measures described above with performance-based measures. For example, creative abilities are additionally measured by having people write and tell short stories, do captions for cartoons, and use computer software to design a variety of products. Practical skills are measured additionally by an everyday situational-judgment inventory and a college-student tacit-knowledge inventory. These tests require individuals to make decisions about everyday problems faced in life and in school. We found that the creative tests are moderately correlated with each other and the practical tests are highly correlated with each other. The two kinds of tests are distinct from one another, however. An exploratory factor analysis revealed separate analytical, creative, and practical factors. Interestingly, the performance-based assessments tend to cluster separately from multiple-choice assessments measuring the same skills (similar to our earlier findings that essay measures tended to be distinct from multiple-choice measures). These results further suggest the need for measuring not only a variety of abilities, but also for measuring these abilities through various modalities of testing.
In a second and separate study, conducted with 3,278 students ranging in grade level from upper elementary to high school in the United States, Finland, and Spain, we used the multiple-choice section of the STAT to compare five alternative models ofintelligence, again via confirmatory factor analysis. A model featuring only a general factor ofintelligence fit the data relatively poorly. The theory of successful intelligence, allowing for intercorrelations among the analytic, creative, and practical factors, provided the best fit to the data (Sternberg, Castejon, Prieto, Hautamiki, & Grigorenko, 2001 (Gardner, 1983; Sternberg, 1997a) . We believe, however, that IQ tests and their equivalents can provide one among several useful bases for identification. While they provide useful information, in many cases, about children's analytical abilities, they say little or nothing about creative and practical abilities (Sternberg, 1985 (Sternberg, , 1997a (Sternberg, , 1999b (Sternberg Triarchic Abilities Test), as described above, a nonstandardized test that can be used in conjunction with other measures but never alone, which measures analytical, creative, and practical abilities; * evaluations of existing products, projects, and portfolios for analytical, creative, and practical skills; * SI Student Questionnaire, which is a questionnaire for students regarding their preferences and skills (see Table 1 ); * SI Teacher Questionnaire, which is comparable to the SI Student Questionnaire, except that evaluations are done by teachers instead of students (see Table 1 ); and * tasks created by teachers, such as having students write stories or reports, draw pictures, create advertisements, solve novel problems, solve practical problems, and so forth. We believe that converging measures such as those above provide a better basis for identification than can any one measure. There is no magic formula for combining information from these eight converging operations. Rather, each district must decide for itself how to weigh the various criteria for assessing giftedness. In our view, the assessments are of roughly equal importance, and we suspect little would be gained by a weighting scheme. But, we do not at the present time have data to bear out this claim.
Instruction and Assessment ofthe Achievement of Gifted Childrenfor Successful Intelligence
We combine instruction and assessment of achievement into one section in this article because we believe that instruction and assessment ought to be of one pieceinstruction must match assessment and vice versa. More generally, identification, instruction, and assessment all must match. If identification does not match instruction and assessment, then one may end up with children who are identified for one set of abilities failing because the instruction and assessment do not match their strengths. Ifinstruction does not match assessment, children very quickly come to view the instruction as a game and start paying attention only to what they will be assessed on, not what is done in the classroom. Ultimately, children should think to learn so that they learn to think, and they can learn equally from classroom instruction and from classroom assessments.
Teaching and assessing achievement for successful intelligence involves three basic sets of ideas. These sets of ideas include a set of principles, a set of techniques, and a set of skills to be developed.
Principles of teaching and assessingfor successful intelligence. There are seven main principles of teaching for successful intelligence (Sternberg, 1998b) . These principles must be adhered to in all instruction and assessment: * The goal of instruction is the creation of expertise through a well and flexibly organized, easily retrievable, knowledge base. * Instruction should involve teaching for analytical, creative, and practical thinking, as well as for memory learning.
* Assessment should also involve analytical, creative, and practical, as well as memory components. * Instruction and assessment should enable students to identify and capitalize on their strengths. * Instruction and assessment should enable students to identify, correct, and, as necessary, compensate for weaknesses. * Instruction should help students (a) adapt to the environment (change themselves to suit the environment better), (b) shape the environment (change the environment to suit them better), and (c) select new environments. * Good instruction and assessment integrate, rather than separate, all of the elements of intelligence. All students receive all kinds ofinstruction (analytical, creative, and practical). Such instruction helps students capitalize on strengths and correct or compensate for weaknesses.
0. S Pedagogical techniques in teaching for successful intelligence. We have found in our various research and development projects that, when teachers initiate, monitor, and evaluate their teaching behavior in terms of an easy-to-learn set of cues, it is easier for them to adopt successfully the principles of teaching for successful intelligence (Sternberg, 1998b; . We have found that teachers feel more comfortable and unthreatened when we emphasize to them that these are all cues that they know how to use and probably have used. What we provide is a framework to balance their teaching (including instruction and assessment) for successful intelligence. Examples are given here for some of the cues in each of the domains of reading/language arts, mathematics, and science: 1. For emphasis on analytical thinking: a. Analyze (1) the plot of a story, (2) a mathematical word problem, (3) In scoring materials, we devise rubrics that are appropriate to the subject matter and grade level being assessed. There is no one generalized rubric that will apply to all kinds of products because different products require different knowledge and skills. Thus, although we work with teachers to formulate rubrics, neither we nor anyone else can provide a "one-size-fits all" rubric. Finally, instruction should involve utilization, at various times, of at least three knowledge-acquisition components, including (a) selective encoding (distinguishing relevant from irrelevant information), (b) selective comparison (relating old information to new information), and (c) selective combination (putting together disparate pieces of information to reach a conclusion).
Optimal instruction is in the zones of (a) relative novelty and (b) automatization for the individual. What is relatively novel or ready for automatization differs from one individual to another.
Processes always act on mental representations. Instruction and assessment should take into account individual differences in preferred mental representations, including verbal, quantitative, and figural, as well as modalities for input (visual, auditory, kinesthetic) and output (written, oral, performance-based).
Does the theory result in improved instructional outcomes? Just as many theories in the gifted education field lack solid empirical support, so too many theories used as the basis for instructional intervention have little or no solid and peer-reviewed empirical data showing that they work in the classroom. Teachers' satisfaction with programs based on the theories or even students' satisfaction with such programs are important, but do not in themselves constitute solid empirical support. Teachers or students may enjoy a program that does not, in fact, produce better outcomes than conventional programs or even satisfactory instructional outcomes.
In one set of studies, we explored the question of whether conventional education in school systematically discriminates against children with creative and practical strengths (Sternberg & Clinkenbeard, 1995; Sternberg, Ferrari, Clinkenbeard, & Grigorenko, 1996; Sternberg, Grigorenko, Ferrari, & Clinkenbeard, 1999 We used the Sternberg Triarchic Abilities Test, as described above. The test was administered to 326 children around the United States and in some other countries who were identified by their high schools as gifted by any standard. Children were selected for a summer program in (college-level) psychology if they fell into one of five ability groupings: high analytical, high creative, high practical, high balanced (high in all three abilities), or low balanced (low in all three abilities). Students who came to Yale were then divided into four instructional groups. Students in all four instructional groups used the same introductory-psychology textbook (a preliminary version of Sternberg [1995] ) and listened to the same psychology lectures. What differed among them was the type of afternoon discussion section to which they were assigned. They were assigned to an instructional condition that emphasized memory, analytical, creative, or practical instruction. For example, in the memory condition, they might be asked to describe the main tenets of a major theory of depression. In the analytical condition, they might be asked to compare and contrast two theories of depression. In the creative condition, they might be asked to formulate their own theory of depression. In the practical condition, they might be asked how they could use what they had learned about depression to help a friend who was depressed.
Students in all four instructional conditions were evaluated in terms of their performance on homework, a midterm exam, a final exam, and an independent project. Each type of work was evaluated for memory, analytical, creative, and practical quality. Thus, all students were evaluated in exactly the same way.
Our results suggested the utility of the theory of successful intelligence. First, we observed when the students arrived at Yale that the students in the high creative and high practical groups were much more diverse in terms of racial, ethnic, socioeconomic, and educational backgrounds than were the students in the high-analytical group, suggesting that correlations of measured intelligence with status variables such as these may be reduced by using a broader conception ofintelligence. Thus, the kinds of students identified as strong differed in terms ofpopulations from which they were drawn in comparison with students identified as strong solely by analytical measures.
We found that all three ability tests-analytical, creative, and practical-significantly predicted course performance. When multiple-regression analysis was used, at least two of these ability measures contributed significantly to the prediction of each of the measures of achievement. Perhaps as a reflection of the difficulty of de-emphasizing the analytical way of teaching, one of the significant predictors was always the analytical score. However, in a replication of our study with low-income African American students from New York, Deborah Coates of the City University of New York found a different pattern of results. Her data indicated that the practical tests were better predictors of course performance than were the analytical measures, suggesting that what ability test predicts what criteria depends on both population and mode of teaching. Most importantly, there was an aptitude-treatment interaction whereby students who were placed in instructional conditions that better matched their pattern of abilities outperformed students who were mismatched (Sternberg, Ferrari, Clinkenbeard, & Grigorenko, 1996) . In other words, when students are taught in a way that fits how they think, they do better in school. Children with creative and practical abilities, who are almost never taught or assessed in a way that matches their pattern of abilities, may be at a disadvantage in course after course, year after year.
In a follow-up study (Sternberg, Torff, & Grigorenko, 1998a , 1998b , we looked at learning of social studies and science by third graders and eighth graders. The 225 third graders were students in a very low-income neighborhood in Raleigh, North Carolina. The 142 eighth graders were students who were largely middle to upper-middle class studying in Baltimore, Maryland, and Fresno, California. In this study, students were assigned to one of three instructional conditions. In the first condition, they were taught the course that basically they would have learned had we not intervened. The emphasis in the course was on memory. In a second condition, they were taught in a way that emphasized critical (analytical) thinking. In the third condition, they were taught in a way that emphasized analytical, creative, and practical thinking. All students' performances were assessed for memory learning (through multiple-choice assessments) and analytical, creative, and practical learning (through performance assessments).
As expected, we found that students in the successfulintelligence (analytical, creative, practical) condition outperformed the other students in terms of the performance assessments. One could argue that this result merely reflected the way they were taught. Nevertheless, the result suggested that teaching for these kinds of thinking succeeded. More important, however, was the result that children in the successful-intelligence condition outperi 0i 11 1S 0l11 1 11l rfl We have now extended these results to reading curricula at the middle school and the high school level. In a study of 809 middle school students and 432 high school students, we taught reading either for successful intelligence or through the regular curriculum. At the middle school level, reading was taught explicitly. At the high school level, reading was infused into instruction in mathematics, physical sciences, social sciences, English, history, foreign languages, and the arts. In all settings, students who were taught for successful intelligence substantially outperformed students who were taught in standard ways (Sternberg, Grigorenko, &Jarvin, 2001 Statewide tests only measure memory and, to some extent, analytical thinking. Therefore, teachingfor creative andpractical skills can be sef-defeating. Our data as described above show that teaching for successful intelligence improves achievement relative to conventional instruction and instruction for critical thinking pretty much without regard to how that achievement is measured. Students instructed for successful intelligence even do better on memory tests than do students instructed in alternative ways. The instruction works successfully across grade levels and subject-matter areas. There are several reasons why the instruction is particularly effective. It enables students to learn material in multiple ways (analytically, creatively, and practically), so that the material is more easily retrieved later on. It enables students to capitalize on strengths and to correct or compensate for weaknesses in their learning, so that they learn more. And the instruction simply is more motivating to students and teachers alike, increasing the effectiveness of the learning/teaching process.
There is no standardized testfor successful intelligence, whereas there are standardized testsforgeneral intelligence (g). Testing has driven the agenda for gifted (and other forms of) education for so long that gifted educators have sometimes forgotten that testing should be in the service of an educational agenda, rather than the educational agenda being in the service oftesting. We have pilot tests, mentioned above, that we use in our research, and we are working (for the second time) with a testing company to produce standardized measures. However, tests are not a panacea, whether they are our tests or someone else's. Standardized tests can be used in conjunction with products, projects, and portfolios that show children's analytical, creative, and practical skills.
Teaching and assessing for successful intelligence requires a whole new set of skills, which teachers of the gifted cannot be expected to have acquired. On the contrary, we believe that the skills are ones that all good teachers have, but often are afraid to use. There is no teaching technique that we recommend that will be totally alien to any good teacher. Rather, teachers are so often rewarded for teaching only for memory and occasionally for analytical skills that they cease using their full repertoire ofteaching skills. We work with a charter school, the Sanger Academy in Sanger, California, based on the theory of successful intelligence. The teachers have, for the most part, ordinary backgrounds in teaching. What makes them successful is some knowledge about the theory of successful intelligence and how to apply it, but even more, their dedication and drive in realizing the model for instruction and assessment in their classrooms. The theory of successful intelligence is, of course, only one of many models used for gifted education. We attempt here to review briefly some major alternative models and to relate them to the theory ofsuccessful intelligence. At the same time, it is not possible to review all such models. For more comprehensive reviews, please see Sternberg and Davidson (1984) and Heller, Monks, Sternberg, and Subotnik (2000) .
The g-Based Model
The theory of successful intelligence is not wholly incompatible with the theory of general abilities (Gallagher & Courtright, 1984; Jensen, 1998; Spearman, 1927) , nor is it wholly compatible. The theory of successful intelligence is based on the notion that so-called general ability is a part of intelligence, but not all of it. In particular, what is typically called general ability is largely analytical ability. But, giftedness can occur in other kinds of skills, especially in creative and practical ones. Thus, the g-based model deals with part, but not the whole story, of intellectual giftedness.
The Theory ofMultiple Intelligences Gardner (1983 Gardner ( , 1993 Gardner ( , 1999 has proposed a theory ofmultiple intelligences, which posits distinct linguistic, logicalmathematical, spatial, musical, bodily-kinesthetic, naturalist, interpersonal, intrapersonal, and possibly existential intelligences. Although we have some disagreements with his theory (as he does with ours), we view our work as basically complementary, in that Gardner's theory specifies domains in which intellectual gifts may operate, whereas the theory of successful intelligence specifies kinds of processes. Thus, the theories could be integrated. For example, one might speak of analytical, creative, and practical processing of information in domains such as the linguistic domain (e.g., analytical-analyze a poem; creative-write a poem; practical-discuss the implications of a poem for everyday life) or the musical domain (e.g., analytical-analyze a musical score; creative-write a musical score; practical-play a musical score in a way that will make "emotional" contact with your audience).
The Schoolwide Enrichment Model Renzulli and Reis (Renzulli, 1984; Renzulli & Reis, 2000) have proposed a model for schoolwide enrichment based on the notion that a gifted individual displays above-average ability, high task commitment, and creativity. Renzulli and Reis have distinguished in this model between schoolhouse giftedness, or the kind of giftedness that leads to success in school, and creativeproductive giftedness, or the kind of giftedness that makes more of a difference in terms of contributions of adults to their domains of inquiry.
In the Schoolwide Enrichment Model, a distinction is made among three kinds of enrichment in the classroom. Type I enrichment is designed to expose students to material not ordinarily covered in the curriculum. Type II enrichment involves students in the pursuit of independent inquiries in self-selected areas. These inquiries, however, represent more traditional kinds of learning experiences, such as reading and classroom-based ones. Type III enrichment involves independent projects and the creation of new products.
Our model is, again, largely complementary to that of Renzulli and Reis. Their model specifies "ability," without specifying exactly what goes into this construct. One might plug the theory of successful intelligence into this "slot." Their model also includes a creativity component, into which one might plug our investment theory of creativity (Sternberg & Lubart, 1995) . The three kinds of teaching are compatible with the theory of successful intelligence, and, indeed, in some of our instructional projects, we have explicitly used the three types in order to teach better analytical, creative, and practical processing skills.
The Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent   (DMGT) The DMGT, proposed by Gagne (1999 Gagne ( , 2000 , argues that one can and should distinguish between natural abilities and systematically developed skills. High levels of natural abilities lead to giftedness, whereas high levels of systematically developed skills lead to talents. The former include abilities A_==~~~~~~~~~~Õ We probably place more of an emphasis on environment for both gifts and talents than does Gagne, but, in general, we have few quibbles with his model. His intellectual, creative, and socioaffective abilities seem to correspond quite closely to our analytical, creative, and practical abilities (Sternberg, 1985) , and his list of fields clearly is not meant to be complete. Whether one wishes to use the terms gifts and talents in this way seems to us largely a matter of semantics and is of no great import to us; we do not object to this particular distinction. We do believe, however, that so-called "natural" abilities are a matter of developing expertise, and, hence, these abilities can be developed into various talents (in the ways he uses those terms); therefore, we do not see the distinction as being quite so clear as he makes it. What constitutes a field will differ from one society to another (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996) , and the ways in which one expresses abilities will also differ from one society to another, so that the same expressions that are seen as intelligent in one culture may be seen as unintelligent in another .
From our point of view, talents are more important than abilities, in the way the terms are used in this model. The reason is that talents refer largely to realized abilities, and it is what a person does with his or her abilities, ultimately, that will determine whether or not he or she has a contribution to make. High intellectual abilities, in and of themselves, seem inadequate as a basis for giftedness because so many people with such abilities squander them and, therefore, do not, in our view, deserve the label of gifted. The issue here is not merely semantic because schools may allocate their special-education resources on the basis of how this label is assigned. CI C o n c I u s i o n The theory of successful intelligence provides a proven model for gifted education. The model has implications for identification, instruction, and assessment of achievement. All three should be viewed in terms of analytical, creative, and practical abilities. The results of diverse studies suggest that the theory of successful intelligence is valid as a whole and provides successful interventions in classrooms.
Adopting any new model for the identification, instruction, and assessment of gifted children is time-consuming and potentially difficult. Yet, we believe that the evidence supporting the model of successful intelligence is sufficient to suggest that adoption will be well worth the effort.
